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INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
In a study of Profit, Growth and Sales Maximization, Williamson 
(12) suggests that his most general conclusion is "that in all cases ex-
cept where profitability is at best the minimum sum necessary to pre-
vent take- over , the policies the firm pursue will depend on the form of 
its objectives . Profit, growth and sales maximizers will act differ-
e.ntly . " Mr . Williamson • s conclusion is by no means as trivial as it 
appears at first sight and indeed is a partial answer to questions that 
are being raised by many economists in both the theoretical and applied 
branches of economic research . These questions may be stated somewhat 
generally in the following manner : (1) What are the goals and objectives 
pursued at the different levels of management, and how are they formu-
lated? (2) What effect has the goals and objectives of the management 
on the behavior of the firm? 
The classical economists got over such problems by making the 
plausible assumption that the only objective of management was profit 
maximization . With prof it maximization as the motivating force and the 
assumption of the rational or "economic" man , the classical economists 
were able to develop a comparatively simple model of the theory of the 
firm . 
At the time when classical economic theory was formulated the profit 
maximization assumption may have had more validity than can be claimed 
for it at the present stage of economic development . Tite classical \ 
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economists we r e dealing with a predominance of privately owned firms 
whe r e management a nd ownership were usually embodied in the same in-
dividual and t o the classical economist t his was the entrepreneur . 'lb.e 
entr epr eneur ass umed t he risk and received in r eturn the residual share 
of t he business after the o t he r three factors of production had re-
ceived their r emuner ation . That t he entrepreneur would be motivated by 
self interest and seek t o maximize h is own income seemed plausible , 
hence the pr ofit maximization assumption . 
At the present stage in economic development the conditions under 
which the profit maximization assumption was hypothesized no longer 
hold but nevertheless it still lives on . With the increase in size and 
complexity of the modern business enterpr ise management and ownership 
beca•me divorced . Rarely is t he financial resources a nd the business 
acumen necessary t o run a large and complex enterprise found in the 
same individual . More and more , businesses a re owned by a large number 
of joint owners whose main objectives are to receive a stable or in-
creasing income from their investment and be assured that their capi tal 
is r easonably safe . 'Ibey r ar ely take an interest in the operation of 
the business so long as these conditions are met . The management func-
tion is performed by s alaried personnel . That the management at t he 
various levels will be motivated to maximize the profits of the firm 
under these cond i tions is no longer as acceptable and i t is not surpris-
ing that the profit maximization assumption has been criticized in re-
cent economic literature . 
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A number of alternative hypotheses has been suggested to explain 
t he firm behavior , and it is evident that while there is agreement that 
the profit maximization assumption is no longer acceptable, there is 
no general agreement as to what motivates the different levels of 
rna~agement . 'lll. is study may be l ooked upon as an attempt to test some 
of these alternative hypotheses . 
The alternative assumptions to profit maximization may be grouped 
generally into two classifications, although many writers specify the 
conditions under which they expect their assumptions to hold . This is 
not surprising when one thinks of the complexity of the modern coopera-
tion as opposed t o the privately owned small firm , and perhaps there is 
no single alterna tive t o the profit maximization assumption . The solu-
tion may lie in better understa nding of the basic motivational forces 
in man and their interaction with the environment in which the individu-
al finds himse lf . 
The first broad g r oup suggests, that while profit is a n important 
goal of the firm, it is not maximum profit that is sought but some sub-
jective level of "satisfactory" profit . What constitutes a "satisfac-
tory" profit has been variously defined as that level which keeps the 
shareholders happy to some subjective level set by the management. In 
general wha t constitutes a satisfactory level has been loosely defined . 
Of this group the best known is March and Simon's (7)sa tLsficing hy-
pothesis, "Most human decision- making , whether individual or organiza-
tional , is concerned with the discovery and selection of s a tisfactory 
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alternatives; only in exceptional cases is it concerned with the dis -
covery and selection of optimal alternatives" . Into this general cate-
gory, we put a closely related group who suggest that profit is sought 
up to some "satisfactory" level and once this is assured other goals 
are sought . Baumol (3) suggests that sales revenue is an end in itself 
which is above profits , at least in oligopolistic situations and hy-
potheses the goal of the firm to be " sa les maximization subject to a 
minimum profit constraint" . Anthony (1) suggests that once a satisfac-
tory profit level is reached then other ends are pursued, such as sales 
growth , or service . 
The second group is that represented by Cyert and March (4) who 
argue that a business is composed of a coalition of individuals with 
different goals and at best there i s only agreement on rather ambiguous 
goals . So:ne empirical content was g iven to this a ssumption in a study 
by Ne l son (9) of Indiana farmer cooperatives when he found tha t none of 
the cooperatives had a formalized set of goa ls . Liebenstein ( 6 ) sug-
gests that survival of the firm is the only necessary goal and that 
firms react to given situations according to some rough rules of thumb; 
governing satisfactory behavior . Shubik (11) suggests that profit is only 
one of a large number of goals pursued by management . "As complexity 
grows , the objective function becomes subjective and less quantitative 
as multiple goals, social and political goals and uncertainty and ill 
perception are taken into account". While writing specifically for 
large managerial firms, the hypothesis put forward by Monson and Downs 
(8) also fit into this ca tegory. They claim "managers ma.ximize their 
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own self interest by maximizing their discounted incomes over the course 
of their entire lives . This includes monetary and non- monetar y elements . 
As can be seen from th.is brief review , th.ere is little agreement 
as to what the goals of the firm are , if indeed there are "goals of the 
firm" as opposed to the personal goals of the individuals at different 
levels of management . I t would appear that , especially in the larger 
firms , the "goals of the firm" are being looked upon more as con-
str aints with.in which the management must work , rather than an overall 
objective function . Little empirical evidence is available to show 
what effect the goals of the management (or lack of goals) have on the 
success of the firm , although there is some evidence that an overall 
policy which the firm pursues lends itself to the best chances of suc-
cess . As Phillips (10) says in speaking of management in local coop-
eratives, "Another prerequisite to effective business l eadership is the 
t r ait of knowing a nd communicating the objectives , goals and targets of 
the business . A clear- cut long- range plan -- is extremely use=ul in 
" 
this connection . Without well defined objectives of what he wants the 
business to accomplish. , no manager can achieve his full pr oductivity . 
These objectives must first be clear and without conflict in the manager ' s 
own mind . And they must be stated with.out ambiguity so that subordinates 
understand t hem fully . " 
\ 
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QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 
From a review of the literature and a number of informal discus-
sions with cooperative managers and board of director members, a list 
of 15 cooperative goals was compiled. The list was as comprehensive as 
possible , so as to leave out no goal which was important to the business , 
yet goals which were looked upon as being the same goal by cooperative 
personnel were treated as the same goal . These goals were then defined 
so as to reduce ambiguity and worded so as to reduce as far as possible 
the chances of biasing the results by the use of words or phrases which 
have a high socially desirable or undesirable element. A panel of 10 
judges were t hen asked to rate the goals on a social desirability scale 
a nd goals showing up very high or very low on this scale were reworded 
to bring them closer to the neutral point . The 15 goals were then put 
in a paired comparison format and a pretest run using 5 cooper atives . 
The questionnaire was given to both the manager and the president of the 
board of directors in each case. As a result of the pretest, three of 
the fifteen goal s originally listed were omitted from the final ques-
tionnaire . One of the goals was universally rejected by all ten r e) 
spondents as not being a goal which they held . Three of the remaining 
goals were very highly correlated and were incorporated as one goal in 
the final list . The remaining twelve goals with their definitions are 
as follows . 
Goal 1 . Increasing the area served by the cooperative 
The goal is to take actions which lead to an increase in the area 
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served by the cooperative. 
Goal 2 . Maximizing the income of the members 
The goal is to operate the cooperative to enable the members to 
earn maximum income from their farming operations . 
Goal 3 . Increasing the sales volume of the cooperative 
The goal is to increase the amount of business done by the co-
operative as rapidly as possible as long as a satisfactory level of 
savings is achieved . 
Goal 4 . To provide products and services at lowest prices 
The goal is to provide products and services to members at lowest 
prices consistent with practical business ll\.ethods . 
Goal 5. To be a business leader in the area 
The goal is to obtain a strong competitive position in order to 
be able to influence the general price level in the area and be among 
the first in offering new products and services . 
Goal 6 . To serve our members by providing a policing type. of competition 
to other agribusiness firms 
The primary purpose of our cooperative is to give our members an 
alternative place to buy supplies and sell their products . 
Goal 7. To maintain the present policies and practices and avoid risks 
in the operation of the cooperative 
The goal is to adhere to present tried and true policies and 
pr actices rather than risk changes which may lead to losses . 
Goal 8 . Maximum operational efficiency of the cooperative 
\ 
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The goal is to ensure tha t the day to day operations of the coop-
erative are carried out at the lowest possible cost per unit of mer-
chandise handled . 
Goal 9. To buil d a good public image for the cooperative 
The goal is to operate the cooperative and take part in commun i ty 
activities in such a way as to build a good name for the cooperative . 
Goal 10 . To make a satisfactory net savings each year 
The goal is to make an annual net savings which is considered ac-
ceptable by the manager, board of directors and member s . 
Goal 11 . To expand and update the facilities of the cooperat i ve 
The goal i s to make decisions and take actions which lead to a steady 
expansion of t he cooperative facilities . 
Goal 12 . Maximum net savings of the cooperative 
The goal is to make decisions and take actions which a r e calcu-
l ate d to lead to the highest possible net savings of the cooper a tive , 
in accordance with good business practices . 
Ea.ch goal was paired with every other goal giving 
pairs . The order 
domized by drawing 
termine which goal 
n(n- 1) 
2 
= 66 
of appear ance 
the 66 pairs 
came fi rst . 
of pairs , and goals within 
from a box and flipping a 
pa ire , was 
co in to de-
ran-
The general outline of the questionnaire fol l owed the usual paired 
comparison format modified by the inclusion of a certainty scale 
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For the purposes of this method each of the goals were put in the 
form of a statement by a hypothetical third party , and instead of check-
ing which goal statement he preferred, each respondent was asked to 
rate on a scale from 1 to 99 how certain he was that the statement pre-
sented first in the pair described a goal of his more closely than the 
statement presented second. For the instructions given the respondents 
and a copy of the questionnaire, see Appendix A. 
Statement of the Problem 
As can be inferr ed from the introduction, the problem co~sists of 
a lack of knowledge as to : (1) What are the goals and objectives at 
the various levels of management, (2) What effect the goals and objec-
tives of management at the various levels have on the efficiency and 
success of the firm . 
With regard to the first part of the problem , those engaged in 
economic research are no longer happy to include the profit maximiza-
tion assumption as a basic axiom of their models , yet there is no satis-
factory alternative . There are a number of alter native hypotheses but 
none tested sufficiently that the range of their usefulness has been 
clearly demonstrated . It is little use to substitute one assumption 
for another, unless we are sure that it will bring us closer to an un-
derstanding of the economic nature of man . 
The second part of the problem follows from the first . Little is 
known at present as to the effect of the goals and objectives at t he 
various levels of management have on the behavior of the firm , yet the 
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answer to this question is of critical importance if management is t o 
attain its full productive potential , and if management training pr o-
gr ams a re t o have their full impact . 
The importa nce of the problem can be visualized if we consider the 
r ole o f management at the various levels. Management is one of t he 
major productive resources and any inefficiencies in management ad-
versely effects the whole economy . Phillips ( 10) defines the functions 
of management as f alling into five distinct areas : These a reas in which 
managers must be skil led a re: 
Planning 
Organizing 
Directing 
Coordinating 
Con t r o 11 ing . 
These five areas cover the whole of the management function from 
long r ange policy setting to the smallest detail in the day to day oper a -
tion of the business. For the purpose of this study we will use the di-
chotomous breakdown of management used by Baum el and Fuller (2) . This 
consists of a breakdown into two distinct levels . "The first level is 
strategic management . The responsibilities of strat egic management in-
elude decision making with respect to the combination and leve ls of in-
puts and outputs , plant location , financial str ucture and basic operating 
policies . These are long-run decisions and determine t he profit poten-
tial of the firm . The s trategic level of management is normally per -
fo r med by the owners on the board of di rec tors . 
The sec ond level of management is operational ma nagement . The 
oper ational manager is r esponsible for operating the business from day 
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to day and must oper a te within the restrictions imposed by strategic 
management . In the short run , he must take , as given , certain assets 
of the firm , the type of organization , the financial structure , the 
labor resources, basic oper ating policies and the market situation . 
Thus, the decision making responsibilities of the operational manager 
consist primarily of recurring or tactical decisions.' ' 
In this study therefore , we look at the goals and objectives of the 
firm at the board of directors level and at the level of operational 
management , and try to answer the two questions asked at the beginning 
of this sect ion . 
Objectives of the Study 
All of the answers to the problem stated in the previous section 
will not be answered in one or a few studies, and it is as well to state 
j ust what it is hoped this study will achieve . 
The principal purpose of this study is to describe the present goals 
a nd objectives pursued by the manager and the president of the board of 
directors of local agribusiness firms in I owa . The goals and objectives 
of the president of the board of direc tors are assumed to be representa-
tive of all members of the board . From the methods used in the develop-
ment a nd adTiinistration of the questionnaire and the analysis performed 
it is a lso hoped to determine if goals can be scaled on some continuum . 
The second objective of this study is to determine the extent of 
the co~petitiveness and complimentarity of the selected goals and ob-
jectives of different levels of management . The degree to which the 
12 
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manager and the board of directors agree on the goa ls pursued by the 
firm may be related to the success of t he cooperative . A one t o one re -
lationship between t he goals pursued by the manager and those pursued 
by the board of directors may not be the best strategy for success of 
the firm due t o the dif ferent functions which these t wo levels of manage-
ment perform . It is hoped to determine the strategy ca lculated to lead 
t o the economic success of local agribusiness f irms . 
Thirdly , it is hoped tha t the r e l ationship between t he goals and 
objectives of t he manager and the president of the board and the econo-
mic succes s of the cooper ative may be determined . Indices of economic 
success based on the past actions of the cooperative are calculated. It 
is assumed that goals and object ives are invariant over the short time 
span covered by the study. 
Cooperatives were chosen for this study fo r a number of r easons , 
the chief of which were : One , the structure of cooper atives, consist-
ing of a board of dir ectors and a salaried manager, is t he type of f irm 
s tr ucture in which i t is bel ieved the management is least likely to be 
motivated by pr ofi t maximization , and there is need for i nformation on 
the goals of firms with this type of structure . Two, coope ratives 
handle a large proportion of t he inputs used in agriculture and also 
are engaged in the processing and marketing of agricultural products . 
The efficiency of the cooperative is , therefore , linked with the effi-
ciency of farming and agricultural income which is of great i nter est in 
agricultural economic r esearch at present . I f , as is hypothesized , the 
goals and objectives of the management are r elated t o the economic success 
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of t he bus i ness , infor mation on this rel ationship will be of benefit in 
management t r aining programs directed both at the salaried manager and 
the boar d of directors, and will increase the efficiency of the local 
agribusiness firm and therefore the economic income of the farmer . Three, 
cooperatives provided a populatioR from which a large sample of com-
-parable businesses were available for study. 
Sampling Procedure 
The population for this study consisted of the local agricultur\il 
cooperatives in the state of Iowa witlL the following three restrictions . 
First, the cooperative must be engaged in the handling of more than one 
line of merchandise and must have a minimum dol lar sales of fertilizer 
of $10,000 in 1965 . This restriction means that cooperatives specializ-
ing in one product, such as dairy cooperatives and oil cooperatives 
were not included . Secondly , the coope ratives must be all independently 
controlled and operated by a local board of directors and a manager , and 
not a branch of a larger cooperative controlled from t he ma in office . 
Third, the manager must have held his present position for at least nine 
months of the 1964 fiscal year. This third restriction was established 
because it was felt t hat this was the minimum amount of time necessary 
for the influence of the manager to show up in the financial results of 
the business . 
The sample of one hundred cooperat i ves was selected at random from 
this population . Before taking the questionnaire to the field it was 
found that two of the cooperatives were unavailable for t he project and 
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a third did not fulfill condition three but was overlooked in the ini-
tial screening. The next three c6operatives chosen in the randomizat ion 
pr ocedure were substituted for the three which were eliminated . 
\ 
15 
ANALYSIS 
The method used in this study is a variation on the paired comparison 
method . The method was chosen because it was felt that the distance be-
tween goals on the individual ' s psychological continuum, or the r elative 
intensity with which goals are held , as well as the ordinal ranking of the 
goal s, influences behavior . If the assumptions involved in the model hold, 
then it is possible to obtain some measure beyond a purely ordinal ranking 
of the goals . 
The model for comparative judgments is as follows . 
Let Yijk be the response of person i to goal j at time k . The assumed 
model is 
where : 
xijk = f(Y . . k) lJ 
eijk = N(O, cr2) e 
-=-"· i 
N(O, c?) 
and 
I is the portion of '- . 
1. 
the response due to person i , 
... .. is the portion of J ' • 
J 
th.c response due to goal j' 
\ is the portion of the response due to time k ~ k 
(c.\ '_,) . . is the po:-tion of the response due to person- goal interaction, lJ 
<~ >) ~ ik is the portion of the response due to person- time interaction, 
eijk is the portion of the response due to error . 
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Let j' be any other goal which is paired with j and presented to 
person i; then, 
/> . 
J 
Since the paired goals are presented simultaneously , k , i s not a factor, 
thus 
_ j R a p, 
x . . - x . . , - 1 - / · + (<?\ r ) .. - ~.P ) .. , + ei..J· - ei·J·' l.J l.J j J l.J l.J 
or rewriting 
dij = <f · + d . . + Ei.· J .• 
J l.J 
Each response t herefore , includes a por tion of the variation due to goal 
differ ences alone, a portion due to the difference in the reaction of per-
son i to both goals and a po r tion due to the e rror differences . 
Assume j' constant so that each j is compared with j ', then the varia -
tion due to the various sources is as follows . 
Source d . f. E. M.S . 
Goal pairs n ' - 1 n' cr 2 + cr 
2 
+ Ncr2 
p pxsp sp 
Person x goal pairs Nn ' - N- n'+l n•cr2 + cr2 p pxsp 
Error N - 1 n' er 2 
p 
The model is then expanded to let both j and j ' vary and each goal 
is paired with ever y other goal and eac h respondent replies t o 
n(n- 1) 
2 
pairs . 
If the portion of the variat i on accounted for by person x goal pairs 
inte r action is low, then there is evidence that respondents are j udg ing the 
goals wi th respect t o the same attr ibute . In this case , there is evidence 
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of a unidimensional scale for goals and some degree of cardinality can be 
attributed to the distance between the scale values given the goals by the 
res pondents . 
If however, the pr oportion of the variation due to person x goal pairs 
interaction is high , there is e v idence that there are more than one type 
of person involved and more than one type of goal involved . In this case 
we do not have a unidimensional scale and distances between scale values 
for individuals do not have a cardinal quality. 
If the data shows the former true, and goals are judged with respect 
to the same attribute then respondents can be grouped not only with respect 
to d i fferences in goal orderings but also with respect to the distances be-
tween goals on the psychological continuum . Correlations between groups 
with s imilar goal profiles and indices of economic success could then be 
calculated . 
It should be emphasized, that in order to attach a certain degree of · 
cardinality to the dis tances between scale values it is not necessary to 
have small differences between individuals . All that is necessary is that 
each individual be consistent within himself i n his judging of the goals. 
It is this within individual consistency that i s tested by the model. 
Procedure 
The r esponses t o the questionnaires were punched on I . B. M. cards and 
transformed to normal deviates. Economic indices were calculated for 99 
cooperatives . Financial data was unavailable in one case . The figures 
for the economic indices were r ounded to three digits and also punched on 
cards . 
lb 
For th.e analys i s the respondents were divided into t wo g r oups on an 
a priori basis . Th.ese groups consisted of managers and board p residents . 
Fo r each. cooperative t here we r e , therefore , 132 r esponses consisti~g of 
66 from the manager and 66 from the board pr esident . The r esponses of the 
manager were des i gnated 1 through 66 in the computer program and the re-
sponses of the pr e siden ts were designated 70 through 135 . The six 
economic indices were designated 139 through 144. A correlation pr ogram 
was run giving a 144 x 144 correlat i on matri.x . 
19 
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scntcJ in a ser i es of tables and diagrams and other s arc pr esented verbally 
in this section . 
Table 1 shows the Zij matrix for managers. It was constructed in a 
slightly diffe r e nt manner than in the usual paired comparison method (6) 
but has the same interpretation . The Z .. matrix was constructed by plot-
lJ 
ting t he 66 means of nor mal deviates in the top half of a 12 x 12 mat rix 
corresponding to the 12 goals . The entries below t he di agona l are the nega-
tive equivalents of those above. Sununing by columns gives the scale values 
of each of the goals in te rms of i ts deviation from ~he mean of all the 
scale values . Goals with negative scale values are j~dged to be held 
less h i ghly than the average of the scale val ues of all the goals and goal s 
with pos itive s cale values a r e judged to be held mor e highly than the aver-
age . Row 14 shows the scale values of the 12 goals fo r managers . 
Row 15 shows the scale va lues plus the absolute magnitude of the great-
est negative scale values . This makes the lowest held goal zer o and the 
remainde r positive but does not change the di stance between goals nor the 
relat ive ordering of the goals on the scale . Table 2 shows the Z . . matrix lJ 
for board pre sidents. Table 3 shows the 12 goals with the relative rank-
ings given by both managers a n d boar d presidents . Tables 4 through 9 show 
the correlations betwee n r esponses of managers and board presidents and each 
of the six economic indices . Table 4 was extr acted from the computer pro-
gram data in the f ollowing manner. The 66 correlation coefficients between 
Table 1 . Z . . matrix for managers 
l.J 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 5 . 95 8 . 02 - 4.18 - 5 .21 
2 - 5 . 95 - 1. 71 1.60 5 . 78 
3 - 8 . 02 +l . 71 1.07 -3 . 73 
4 +4 . 18 - 1.60 - 1.07 - 9 . 18 
5 +5 . 21 - 5 . 78 +3 . 73 +9 . 18 
6 +9 . 38 - 6 . 04 - 5 . 98 +3 . 05 - 2 .30 
7 +2 . 41 - 7 . 3 9 - 9 . 09 - 5 . 18 - 5.36 
8 +9 . 29 - 2 . 63 -~- . 17 - 4 . 2 9 - 7 . 56 
9 - 5 . 97 - 3 . 06 - 4 . 23 - 1 . 17 +2 . 95 
10 - 7 . 87 - 7 . 65 ... 9 . 01 - 1 .32 - 4 . 49 
11 +4 .33 .... 3 . 82 - 2 .3 7 - 8 . 89 - 4.08 
12 - 4 . 54 - 5 . 46 •4 . 40 - 1 . 55 +4 . 08 
Column sums o r 
scale values 
20 
6 
- 9 .38 
6 .04 
5 . 98 
-3 . 05 
2 .30 
- 4 . 71 
+6 . 97 
- 3 . 23 
+1.95 
- 3 . 91 
+8 .2 6 
+2 . l!.5 - 1 . 46 - 2 9 . 10 
- 28 . 13 - 11.68 +7 . 22 
Scale values 
+ 29 . 10 
31 . 55 . 97 2 7 . 64 17 . 42 0 3 6 .32 
7 8 9 10 11 12 
-2 . 41 - 9 . 29 5 . 97 7 . 87 - 4 .33 4 . 54 
7 .3 9 2 . 63 3 . 06 7 . 65 -3 . 82 5 . 46 
9 . 09 2 . 17 4 . 23 -9 . 01 2 .3 7 - 4.40 
5 . 18 4.2 9 1.17 1.32 8 . 89 1.55 
5 .3 6 7 . 56 - 2. 95 4 . 49 4 . 08 +4 . 08 
4 . 71 - 6 . 97 3.23 - 1. 95 3 . 91 - 8 .26 
1.02 8 . 57 9 .3 6 1.03 - 3 . 42 
- 1.02 6 . 80 - 4 . 16 2 . 50 6 . 00 
- 8 .57 - 6 . 80 3 . 92 6 . 57 - 2 . 02 
- 9 . 36 +4 . 16 -3 . 92 - 1.13 - 4 . 97 
-1.03 - 2. 50 - 6 .57 +1 .13 2 . 87 
+3 . 42 - 6 . 00 +2 . 02 +4 . 97 - 2 . 8 7 
' 
+12 . 76 - 21 . 61 17 . 20 
-9. 73 +2 5 . 59 - 6 . 73 
41 . 76 19 .3 7 7 . 49 54 . 69 46 .30 22 . 37 
21 
Table 2 . z .. mat r ix fo r boar d presidents 
l.J 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
1 4 . 55 6 . 64 - 6 . 16 - 6 .3 7 - 2. 58 - 1 . 13 
2 - 4 . 55 2 . 6 7 - 4 . 10 1.14 - 6 . 09 3 .3 6 
3 - 6 . 64 - 2 . 6 7 - 1. 57 - 4 . 48 3 . 12 6 . 19 
4 6 . 16 4 . 10 1. 5 7 - 4 . 59 - 3 . 84 5 . 21 
5 6 . 3 7 - 1.14 4 . 48 4 . 59 2 . 13 3 . 08 
6 2 . 58 6 . 09 - 3 . 12 3 . 84 - 2 . 13 2 . 85 
7 1.13 - 3 .36 - 6 . 19 - 5 . 21 -3 . 08 - 2 . 85 
8 7 . 32 - 3 . 63 - 7 . 82 - 8 . 43 - 5 . 66 4 . 63 - 6 . 70 
9 - 5 . 61 7 . 48 - 1.30 2 . 72 6 . 29 2 . 21 - 3 .86 
10 - 7 . 55 3 . 52 2 . 21 1.01 - 2 . 72 1.24 - 5 . 21.!. 
11 5 . 87 - 1.21 - 1 . 61.!. 1.01 - 4 . 04 - 9 . 08 -5 . 26 
12 - 1 . 60 - 2 .22 6 .3 9 - 6 . 40 - 3 . 00 3 . 20 7 .34 
Column sums o r 
scale values 
3 . 48 3 . 89 - 28 . 64 5 . 84 
11 . 51 - 18 . 70 -7. 91 
Scale values 
+ 28 . 64 
8 9 10 11 12 
- 7 .32 5 . 61 7 . 55 - 5 . 87 1. J 
3 . 63 - 7 . 48 - 3 . 52 1.21 2 . 22 
7 . 82 1.30 - 2 . 21 1.64 - 6 .3 9 
8 . 43 - 2 . 72 - 1 . 01 - 1.01 6 . 40 
5 . 66 - 6 . 29 2 . 73 4 . 04 3 . 00 
- 4 . 63 - 2 . 21 - 1 . 24 9 . 08 - . 20 
6 . 70 3 . 86 5 . 24 5 . 26 - 7 .34 
5 . 18 - 4 . 89 - 2 .34 6 . 19 
- 5 . 18 2 . 86 5 . 56 - 1. 96 
4 . 89 - 2 . 86 - 3 . 45 - 7 . 47 
2 .34 - 5 . 56 3 . 45 4 . 91 
- 6 . 19 1. 96 7 . 47 - 4 . 91 
- 9 . 21 9 . 21 
16 . 1 5 16 . 43 - 2 . 04 
32 . 12 40 . 15 32 . 53 9 . 94 ,,. 0 20 . 73 34 . 48 44 . 79 19 . 43 45 . 07 3 7 . 8 5 26 . 60 
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Table 3 . Goal rankings by managers and boa r d presidents 
Goal Rankings 
Managers Board pres i dents 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
Increasing the area served by the coopera-
tive 5 
Maximizing the income of the members 11 
Increasing the sales volume of the 
cooperative 6 
To provide products and services at 
lowest prices 9 
To be a business leader in the area 12 
To serve our members by providing a 
policing type of competition to the 
other agribusiness firms 4 
To maintain the present policies and 
practices and avoid risk in the operation 
of the cooperative 3 
Maximum operational efficiency of the 
coopera tive 8 
To build a good public image for the 
cooperative 10 
To make a satisfactory net savings 
each year 1 
To e xpand and update the facilities of the 
cooperative 2 
Maximum net savings of the cooperative 7 
7 
3 
6 
11 
12 
9 
5 
2 
10 
1 
4 
8 
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Table 4 . Correlation matrix showing correlation coefficients between 
responses and Yi, average return on fixed investment 
Boar d Managers 
presi-
dents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 - 19 - 16 - 12 00 03 04 - 09 - 11 19 - 18 - 17 
2 - 08 - 16 17 15 18 15 05 14 05 - 01 - 04 
3 - 12 01 14 15 03 - 00 - 16 18 - 26 - 03 31 
4 - 03 05 14 13 10 00 - 08 08 - 19 01 18 
5 05 - 17 03 - 15 09 08 - 05 04 - 10 03 - 16 
6 24 - 06 05 06 25 09 - 05 - 12 - 22 - 13 - 30 
7 - 10 04 - 03 - 13 - 14 01 - 16 - 00 - 07 - 08 - 24 
8 - 04 04 16 - 12 03 - 06 21 11 09 02 - 14 
9 - 01 04 07 - 07 01 - 06 12 06 - 19 - 04 - 27 
10 02 06 - 12 - 09 - 09 - 03 07 01 - 06 22 - 11 
11 04 08 12 - 09 -01 04 10 03 02 15 - 13 
12 - 21 08 01 - 05 - 02 09 02 07 - 08 - 03 - 05 
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Table s. Correlation matrix showing correlation coefficients betw~en 
responses and Y2 , average return on total investment 
Board t-1anagers 
presi-
dents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1 - 04 - 01 - 11 06 01 - 02 - 00 - 06 - 13 - 09 - 06 
2 - 12 07 09 09 07 06 00 04 01 - 06 - 06 
3 - 14 06 03 06 - 06 - 07 - 17 04 - 16 - 13 - 24 
4 06 10 19 11 05 - 04 01 05 - 09 - 05 08 
5 - 01 24 06 - 14 04 03 04 09 - 06 03 - 11 
6 26 - 01 16 02 21 - 02 02 - 05 - 16 - 10 - 17 
7 - 12 09 - 01 - 11 - 13 - 01 - 11 09 05 - 00 - 18 
8 - 00 12 14 - 12 05 07 10 - 02 01 02 - 11 
9 02 13 16 - 04 - 05 - 04 10 00 - 07 - 02 - 12 
10 03 13 - 08 - 03 00 - OS 04 02 - 03 16 - 10 
11 05 18 02 - 06 04 05 17 01 - 04 11 - 03 
12 - 21 03 - 01 - 08 - 02 04 - 01 03 - 15 - 03 - 08 
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Table 6 . Cor relation matrix showing correlat ion coefficients between 
responses and Y3 , average cost per dollar sale 
Board Managers 
presi-
dents 
1 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
- 08 
- 18 
OS 
14 
12 
23 
03 
- 13 
08 
03 
13 
1 2 
- 36 
- 09 
07 
- 01 
08 
- 13 
05 
- 04 
02 
- 14 
14 
3 4 5 6 
- 24 - 26 - 14 - 13 
12 08 07 .32 
02 10 17 
-07 08 05 
- 05 16 15 
07 - 10 08 
- 15 06 10 - 06 
- 02 15 - 12 - 01 
05 - 11 - 05 - 01 
- 08 07 - 08 - 02 
08 05 - 07 - 01 
16 04 05 11 
7 8 9 10 11 
- 01 - 29 - 14 - 15 -31 
23 18 15 06 15 
17 03 26 - 09 18 
23 12 13 - 11 13 
15 05 - 05 - 13 05 
20 - 18 04 - 30 09 
02 - 12 - 12 - 16 
26 12 - 01 03 
- 01 03 - 23 - 22 
19 03 - 07 09 
- 05 10 11 08 
25 24 06 - 03 02 
:.2 
-34 
- 06 
- 02 
- 08 
03 
24 
- 20 
- 10 
- 22 
- 14 
- 18 
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Table 7. Correlation matrix showing correlation coeffic ients between 
responses and Y4 , gross total sales 
Boar d Managers 
presi-
dents 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
1 - 00 - 08 10 - 03 16 06 - 08 13 03 14 
2 01 - 01 10 - 02 09 07 00 17 01 03 
3 0 7 - 06 15 - 01 02 01 03 02 10 13 
4 06 04 - 03 07 07 06 - 03 05 - 12 - 05 
5 - 03 11 23 05 22 05 02 21 03 06 
6 04 02 04 - 19 - 12 - 15 - 06 - 09 - 01 - 06 
7 - 0 7 17 11 02 - 16 - 04 14 - 03 02 - 00 
8 - 05 - 02 06 - 01 - 07 10 - 20 06 04 12 
9 07 05 07 13 - 06 16 - 16 - 03 - 20 - 09 
10 00 02 01 02 - 01 02 - 11 - 04 - 15 32 
11 -2 06 16 07 06 11 03 - 02 08 11 
12 07 15 - 04 00 - 09 02 - 08 - 06 - 00 13 - 02 
12 
- 01 
- 05 
- 01 
12 
- 04 
- 13 
- 06 
- 00 
- 11 
- 04 
- 05 
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Table 8 . Correlation matrix showing correlation coefficients between 
responses and Y5 , net operating savings 
Board 
presi-
dents 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
1 2 
- 06 
01 
09 - 09 
11 07 
- 06 27 
19 05 
07 15 
10 04 
07 09 
- 00 03 
16 11 
03 08 
3 4 5 
06 02 00 
- 01 18 06 
16 - 00 
08 - 02 
16 - 06 
22 - 09 07 
08 - 05 09 
15 - 00 - 07 
16 07 -14 
04 - 00 - 03 
08 - 01 10 
02 03 - 04 
Managers 
6 7 8 9 10 11 
15 05 - 08 05 . - 04 12 
17 13 05 11 02 - 02' 
02 00 - 01 - 03 - 22 - 02 
09 03 03 - 03 - 14 - 12 
19 08 08 17 - 09 02 
- 10 - 02 - 12 - 14 - 10 
04 - 13 - 00 - 02 - 11 
06 - 05 - 04 01.!. 07 
04 - 09 04 - 10 - 04 
- 07 - 06 05 - 11 27 
06 15 - 05 08 10 
07 - 07 - 01 - 04 - 00 - 04 
12 
04 
- 07 
14 
05 
- 04 
- 19 
- 10 
- 03 
- 06 
02 
- 02 
Table 9 . 
Board 
presi-
dents 
1 
2 
3 
4 
s 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
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Correlation matrix showing correlation coefficients between 
responses a nd Y6 , change in t otal assets ~ 
Managers 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 
- 12 - 12 05 - 01 18 13 - 08 - 02 - 06 12 
10 02 17 20 12 15 23 13 lS 11 
12 - 08 14 10 07 12 - 05 - 06 - 23 02 
09 04 02 00 11 09 07 01 - 26 - 04 
09 07 23 04 22 07 - 08 11 - 15 - 0 7 
02 - 11 00 - 07 - 03 - 02 - 07 - 11 - 10 - 13 
05 04 - 00 - 06 - 01 - 00 - 11 - 14 - 14 - OS 
01 - 02 03 00 - 01 - 04 - 04 04 - 06 06 
08 03 - 04 14 - 10 12 - 06 07 - 11 - 09 
- 01 - 11 - 06 - 02 - 00 - 02 OS 02 - 12 27 
12 
01 
12 
06 
01 
- 01 
- 10 
01 
02 
- 00 
04 
08 - 06 15 02 - 02 - 04 06 - 07 07 12 \10 
09 12 00 03 01 05 - 03 04 03 08 - 13 
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managers' responses and Y1 were plotted in the top half of a 12 x 12 matrix 
a:td t~1e 66 corre lation coefficients between the board presidents' responses 
and Y1 were plotted below the diagonal. The entries in Tables 5 through 9 
were constructed in a similar manner for the other economic indices Y2 
through Y6 (Appendix B) . 
An investigation of the data shows a large person- stimulus interaction . 
This is evidenced by numerous inconsistencies between responses in the Z .. 
1..J 
matrices (Tables l and 2) and in Tables 5 through 9. For example, in Tab~e 
1, the mean of the normal deviates for responses to goal pair (1- 5) = 
- 5 . 2 1 ; the mean fo r responses to goal pair (1 - 6) = -9 .38 . With perfect 
consistency, therefore, we might expect the mean of responses to goal pair 
(6- 5) = (1- 5) - (1 - 6) = -5 . 21 + 9 .38 = 4 . 17 . It is in fact - 2 .30 . An ex-
a~ple in Table 4 is as follows: 
= 31 
= r 12Yl = -3 0 . 
With perfect consistency, we might expect r 3y 1 - r6yl = 61 , r3Yl - r 6Yl is 
in fact 0 . 03 . Numerous other examples can be found . These inconsistencies 
mean that respondents are not all judging the goals with respect to the 
same attribute , the scales are not additive, and interpersonal comparison 
of the distances between scale values is not justified . 
Even in this case, we can talk of group goals and distances between 
group scale values as more than a pu~ely ordinal ranking . We cannot how-
ever, infer inforMa'.::ion from the group back to specific individuals . 
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As was stated in the last chapter the respondents were divided into 
two groups , managers and board presidents, and a nunber of interesting re-
sults were obtained with respect to these groups . \ 
The first broad objective of this study was to answer the question , 
what are the goals and objectives of cooperative manager s and boards of 
directors, represented by the president of the board . Provided no im-
portant goals were omitted in drawing up the questionnaire, the answer to 
this question is contained in Tables 1 . 2 and 3 . 
Looking at Table 3 Eirst , we see that bot~ managers and board presi-
dents ranked goal 10 , making a satisfactory net savings each year, first : 
while goal 12 , making maximum net savings of the cooperative was ranked 
seventh and eighth by managers and board presidents , respectively . It 
appears that both managers and board presidents are more interested in 
satisfactory savings than maximum savings . Both managers and board presi-
dents were also interested in expanding the facilities of the cooperative . 
This goal was ranked 2 and 4 by manngcrs and board presidents, respectively . 
Goal 7 . to maintain the present policies and practices anc avoid risks in 
the operation of the cooperative, was also held highly by both groups, 
managers ranking it 3 and board presidents ranking it 5 . Goal 8, maximum 
operational efficiency of the cooperative , was ranked 2 by board presidents 
but 8 by managers . This is a somewhat surprising result as operational 
management supposedly is the responsibility of the manager r ather than the 
board of directors . The goal, increasing the area served by the cooperative 
was ranked 5 by ma:-iagers and 7 by board presicents . Another surprising 
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result is that goal 2, maxim~zing the income of the members, was ranked 
very low by managers . Board presidents ranked this goal third . Both groups 
ranked increasing the sales vo lume of the cooperative sixth . Neither group 
appeared too interested in providing products £'~: ~rvices ai lowest prices, 
managers ranking this goal ninth and board presidents, ranking it eleventh. 
Neither group appeared relatively interested in building a good public 
image for the cooperative, which was ranked tenth by both groups, nor being 
a business leader in the area, which was ranked last by both groups . Pro-
viding a policing type of competition to other agribusiness firms , was 
ranked fourth by managers and ninth by board presidents . 
While it is not valid to compare the scale values attributed to goals 
by individuals we may su~ individual values to give group values and the 
'\ 
distances between goals for the groups do have a degree of cardinality , and 
can be compared. The justification lies in the fact that if a large enough 
sample is used we obtain in the group values an approximation to the mean 
of that group and individual differences are balanced out . The mean will 
hold true for the group but not for the individual . 
Looking at the scale values for the two groups, managers and board 
presidents, the distance between goals anked first and second by managers 
is 8 .39 while that of board presidents is 0 . 28 . The spread between goals 
ranked first and las t by managers and presidents is 54 . 69 and 45 . 07 r e -
spectively. Figure 1 shows the distances between goals as shown by the 
scale values for managers and board presidents . It indicates that managers 
distinguish more clearly between goals which they r ank highly than those 
that come lower; while board presidents distinguish clearly between thei r 
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r,onls as r ated by bo8rd oresi dcr:s 
5 9 6 12 
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Scale ViJlues 
Goa ls as rated by ma~2gers 
5 7 c; u 8 12 3 l 4 7 1 1 10 
j._•,__~~~·---T----~---=--'-' ~-' --~~'--~..-:--1~~--l.._ __ "T"""','--~~~J-----=-----'----~ o io 2o 3'c 4'0 ~>'o 
Scale values 
Figure 1 . Rc:n::.i,·c di.3tanccs bc tw'.?.en s~a .'.c values of goals as rat ed 
by :La<'az;e=-s a~d ?oa;:-d p::-::!s iC.:·:!nt:- . Left to rig':t shows \ 
_.;:,wcs.: _o ·· . .,;. si.. ::ankcC.: &oa·s . 
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least important goals , but not those which they rank highly . 
Figure 2 was constructed by plotting the scale value attributed to 
each goal by the managers against the scale value attributed to it by the 
board presidents . It shows there is a high correlation between the rank-
ing of goals by managers and board presidents, except fo r goal 2 and goal 8 . 
Figures 3 through 14 were constructed to show the r easons why these two 
goals were evaluated so differently by manage r s and board presidents . Fig-
ure 3 was obtained by plotting the cell entr ies of column 1 of Table 1 
aga inst the cell entries of column 1 of Table 2 . The cell entries in column 
l of Tables 1 and 2 a r e the means of the normal deviates of responses to the 
goal pairs when goal 1 is always included . Figures 4 thr ough 14 were con-
structed in a similar fashion using columns 2 through 12 of Tables 1 and 2 . 
All the diagrams show high cor relations except Figure 4 which was con-
structed using column 2 a s the pivot column . One interpretation i .s that 
managers and board presidents do not perceive goal 2 i n the same way and 
do not judge this goal with respect t o the same attribute . It appears tha t 
goal 2 , maximizing the income of the member s , does not mean the same thing 
to managers and boa rd presidents although it is often held as the ba sic 
purpose of cooperatives . Tilis indicates a need for managers and board 
pces idents to get together on a precise and operational definition of com-
pany purpose . There is no evidence that there was any ambiguity in the 
perception of goa l 8 , maximum operational efficiency of the cooperative , so 
it appears that board member s rar-.k this goal highe r relative to the other 
goals than do managers . 
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correlati on coefficients between the res0unses 
of managers and board pr~s i dLlnts . 
Figure 1 5 . Histogram showing the dist ribu ~ion of corre la~i on 
coe f ficients between the re sponses of m3nagers a nd 
board presidents from the sam8 cooper ati ve to the 
same qoa l pairs . 
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Th.ere is no evidence in the data to show that t he goals of manager s 
and boar d presidents from the same cooperative a re more highly correlated 
than the goals of managers and boar d presidents f r om different cooperatives, 
because on examination of the corr elation mat r ix , no systematic correlation 
between the responses o.E managers and board presidents f r om the same co-
operative to the same goal pai r was found . This indicates that working for 
the same cooperative does not mean that managers and pres ident s will 
adopt the goals of the cooperative . See F igure 15 . 
Relationship between the. Goals of Managers and 
Presidents and Indices o.E Economic Success 
One of the major objectives of this study was stated as being an at-
tempt to find out what is the relations hip between the goals and objectives 
of the manage r s and board presidents and the success of the cooperative as 
measured by six economic indices . 
Tables 4 through 9 show the correl ation coefficients between t he r e -
sponscs of managers and boar d presidents to goal pairs and each of t he six 
economic indices . 
With K = 99 , the number of cooperatives fo r which financial informa-
tion was available , correlation coefficients> . 196 a re significant at the 
53 level and correlation coeffic ients / . 256 are signif icant at the 13 
level . A number of significant correlations appear in the tables . It 
shou ld be r emembered that since there is evidence of intrans i t ivity, t hese 
significant correlatio~s must be inter preted independently of each other . 
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Relationship between goal order i ng of manager s and boar d members and Y1 1 
aver age retur n on fixed investment 
Table 4 shows only one significant correlation between the respons e s 
of boa rd presidents and Y1 , while six significant correlations are shown be-
tween managers' responses and Y1 . The relative ordering of pairs of goals 
the managers that are related to ave r age return on fixed investment are : 
1) The more goal 3 is preferr ed to goal 12 the greater Y1 
2) The more goal 6 is preferred to goal 12 the lower Y1 
3) The more goal 7 is prefer red to goal 12 the lower Y1 
4) The more goal 9 is pr eferred t o goal 12 the lower Y1 
5) The more goal 3 is preferred to goal 10 the lower Y1 
6) The more goal 6 is preferred to goal 10 the lower Y1 
Relationship between the goal ordering of managers and board pr esiden t s and 
Y2, average return on t otal investment 
In this case , only o ne significant correlation between the re lative 
o rdering of goals anm Y2 appears fo r managers . This indica tes that: 
The more goal 3 is preferred t o goal 12 the l ower Y2 • 
Four significant correlations between goal or de ring a nd Y2 appear fo r pre si-
dents : 
1) The more goal 5 is pre ferred to goa l 2 , the higher Y2 
2) The more goal 6 is preferred to goal 1 , the higher Y2 
3) The mo r e goal 6 is p refe rred to goal 5 the highe r Y2 
4) The more goal 12 is preferred to goal 1 the l owe r Y2 • 
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Relationship between the goal ordering of managers and board presidents 
and Y3 I cost per dollar sale 
In this case , 15 correlations between relative goal or derings of 
managers and Y3 a r e signi ficant . 
1) The more goal 1 is preferre d t o goals 2 , 3 I 4, 8, ll, and 12 , 
the lower the cost per dollar sale . 
2) The mo re goal 2 is preferred to goal 6 , the gr eater Y3 
3) The more goal 2 is preferred to goal 7 the greater Y3 
4) The more goal 3 is preferred t o goal 9 the greater Y3 
S) The more goal 4 is preferred to goal 7 the greater Y3 
6) The more goal 6 is preferred over goa l 7 I the greater Y3 
7) The more goal 7 is preferr ed over goal 12, the lower Y3 
8) The more goal 9 is pr eferr ed over goa ls 10 , 11 , 12 I the lower Y3 . 
Four correlations between relative goa l o r derings of board presidents 
and Y3 a r e significant . 
1) The more goa l 12 is preferred to goals 7 and 8 1 the lower Y3 
2) The more goal 8 is preferred t o goal 7 the greate r Y3 
3) The mor e goal 7 is preferred to goal 1 the greater Y3. 
Relationship between the goal ordering of managers and board pr esidents 
and Y4 1 gross total sales 
Five corr elations betwee n relative goal orderings of ma nagers and Y4 
are significant . 
1) The more goal 5 i s preferred t o goal 6 , the greater Y4 
2) The more goal 5 is preferred to goal 9, the greate r Y4 
SO a 
3) The more goal 9 is preferred to goal 10 , the lower Y4 
4) The more goal 10 is preferred to goal 11, the greater Y4 . 
Two correlations between relative goal or derings of board pr esidents 
and Y4 ar e significant. 
1) The more goal 5 is preferred to goal 3 the greater Y4 
2) The more. goal 8 is preferred to goal 7 the lower Y4 . 
Relationships between the goal ordering of managers and board presicents 
and Y5 , net operating savings 
Two correlations between relative goal or derings of managers and Y5 
are s ignif icant . 
1) The more goal 3 is preferred to goal 10 , the lower Y 5 
2) The more goal 10 is preferred to goal 11 , the higher Y5 . 
Two correlati ons between relative goal or derings of board presidents 
and Y5 a r e significant . 
1) The more goal 5 is preferred to goal 2 , t he higher Y5 
2) The more goal 6 is preferred to goal 3 , the h i gher Y5 . 
Relationship between the goal ordering of managers and board presidents 
and Y6 , change in total assets 
Four correlations between relative goal orderings of managers and Y6 
are significant . 
\ 
1) The more goal 2 is preferred to goals 5 and 8 the gr eater Y5 
2) The more goal 3 is preferred to goal 10 , the lower Y5 
50b 
3) The more goal 4 is prefe rred to goal 10 the lower Y6 
4) The more goal 5 is preferred to goal 6 the lower Y5 . 
one of the correlations between relative goal orderings of board 
presidents and Y6 a re significant . 
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SU!.'1MARY AND DISCUSSION UF RESULTS 
The purposes of this study were 
1) to obtain information on the goals and object ives pursued by the 
different levels of management in l ocal coopera tives ; and 
2) to investigate the relatiu~ship between the goals and objectives 
pursued and the success of the cooperative. 
Twelve cooperative goals we re put in a paired comparison format and 
presented to the manager and president of the board of directors of 100 
local cooperatives in a personal interview. Each r~spondent was a sked 
to rate on a scale f r om l through 99 how certain he was that the goal pre-
sented first in each part was closer to a goal of his than the goal pre-
sented second. 
Six indices of economic success we r e computed fo r 99 of the 100 co-
operatives . 
The results of this study raise as many questions as they answer. 
From the appearance of inconsistencies between responses to good pairs in 
both the Zij matrices and the correlation matrices we know that all the re-
spondents did not j udge all of the goals with respect to the same attribute 
so that there is no justification for comparing individual distances be-
tween scale values. It may be that a factor analysis will isolate a num-
ber of groups within which respon dents respond to the goals in a similar 
fashion and additivity can be assumed within groups . We could then com-
pare individual distances between scale values within groups and relate 
overall goal profiles to economic indices . Further investigation of this 
area is indicated . 
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A second point of interest is the apparent ambiguity about the mean-
ing of goal 2 . This goal , " to maximize. the income of <:he members", is 
held by many as the basic goal of cooperatives; yet the data indicate that 
this goal as stated did not mean the same thing to managers and board 
presidents . Anothe r interesting result is that managers and board presi-
dents from the same cooperative showed no grea ter similarity in the. goals 
they endorsed than did managers and board presidents from different co-
operatives . It would appear that managers or board presidents show l ittle 
tendency to adopt the goals of the cooperative . This result is modified 
somewhat by the high correlation between the goals of the managers and 
board presidents. 
Looking at the ranking of the goals b y managers and board presidents 
it appears that making a satisfactory net savings each year is the most 
important goal to both groups . The data indicates that both groups were 
j udging this goal with r espect to the same attribute, though what consti-
tutes satisfactor y savings is not indicated . Both managers and board 
presidents also r anked , maintaining the present policies and practices and 
avo iding risk, highly . Both groups favored expanding and updating the 
facilities over most of the other goals presented . Maximizing the income 
of the members has been already discussed and was ranked third by board 
presidents and second to last by managers . 
Next to goal 2 managers and board presidents were in greatest dis -
agreement with r egard to the goal, maximum operational efficiency of the 
cooper ative . Unlike goal 2, there is no evidence in the data that there 
was confusion a s to the interpr etation of the goal , and the rankings given 
the goal can be accepted . The goals of lower prices , public image of the 
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cooperative , or business l e .:ideJ:"ship in l:he n rea hel d l itt l e in terest for 
e ithe r the managers or board presidents . Managers appar antly rank those 
goals which show the cooperative and themselves in a good light above 
maximizing the income of the members . 
With regard to the r elationship between goals of managers and presi-
dents and e conomic success, as measured by t he six economic indices we 
can say : 
1) No overall goal structure correlates with all the economic 
indices. 
2) Inconsiste ncies in the r esponses mean t hat individual goals can 
not be directly related to the economic indices. 
3) Significant correlati ons a r e evident between the relative order-
ing of certain pairs of goals and the economic i ndices. Some of these r e -
lationships do not appear reasonable i f we interpret the chain of causality 
as go ing from goals to economic success. It should be remembered that i n 
a correlation study we c annot discover the direction of ca usility . Further 
research of a time s er ie s nature i s necessary to test the predictive value 
of the relationships ·between the responses to goal pairs and econom ic 
success . 
A gr eater number o f significant correlations between managers ' re -
sponses and t he economic indices occur in the tables than occur for board 
presidents. This is especially evident in Table 6 . There is little doubt 
that the responses of managers are concomitant with the success criteria . 
The number o f significant correl ations between the responses of board 
preside nts and the success criteria could conceivably occur by chance. It 
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It would appear that further attempts t o predict cooperative success from 
the goals of the cooperative might usefully concentrate more on ~he goals 
of the manager than on the goals of the boar d of directors . 
Implications of the Study 
The r esults of this study have a number of important implications , and 
the se will be discussed from the point of v iew of (1) management training , 
(2) economic theory , (3) nationa l agricultural policy, and (4) future re-
search . 
From the point of view of management training, it would appear that 
some importance should be attached t o the relative ordering of goals by 
future managers . Relative goal orderings of manager s are significantly 
r elated t o the e conomic s uccess of the cooperatives while thi s is no~ 
t rue fo r boa r d preside nts . Further r esearch is necessary to test the pre-
dictive value of these relationships but it is conceivable that the po-
tentia l of management trainees can be indicated by their responses to cer-
tain goal pairs . 
The r esults of the study indicate that respondents we r e not consistent 
in their r esponses to goal pairs. The assumption of r ationality or t r ansi -
tivity by individuals has been basic to t he theory of decision making and 
economic theory in gener al . The resul ts impl y that a r eevaluation of this 
assumption may be necessary . 
The national agricultural policy of the United States has been mainly 
directed at raising the income of agriculture to parity with other sectors 
of the economy . Recent trends have indicated that in this effort much re-
SS a 
liance is placed on cooperatives to play a majo r role . The results of this 
study imply that the. goal of maximizing the income. of the farmers was not 
hel d very highly by manage rs . The. r esults also indicat e. that there is 
much confusion as to what this goal means or how it should be achieved . 
If the c ooperatives are to play their full role in r a ising t he income of 
farm f amilies then the re is need for all conce rned to reach a c ons ensus as 
to what is t he be.st way to achieve this goal . There is also a need to in-
vestigate the c ooperative structure to see if changes c annot be made in 
the incentives offered to managers to motivate them . to pursue the goal of 
maximizing members' incomes. 
The r esults indicate. , ·~ f. uture resea r ch on r elationshi p between co-
operat ive goals a nd economic success should c oncentrate more on manage r s 
than on the board of director s as board president goals do not seem to be 
significantly related to cooperative success. There i s need fo r research 
of a time- series nature to test the predictive value of the r esults of 
this study . A more complete application of the theoretical model outlined 
in this study is indicated. I f facto r analysis of the data can show up 
gr oups of responde nts within which respondents are consistent in their re-
sponses, then respondents can be compar e d, not only on r elative goal orde r -
ing , but also on the distances between scal e. values a ttributed to goals. 
It is reasonable t o assume that relationships between the goals of these 
homogenous groups and economic indices would be more complete and of gr eater 
predictive values than the indepe ndent relationships between responses to 
goal pairs and economic indices reported in this study. Future research in 
SSb 
this area should also aim at discovering the relationship between managerial 
goals and pe rs onal characteristics of managers . There is also a need fo r 
f urther study o n the methods of goal formulation by managers and t he in-
flue nce of e nvironmental factors in determ ining the goals purs ued. 
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DIRECTIONS 
Followi ng the s e di rections the 12 goals are listed in pairs in the form of state-
ments. For each pair of stateme nts we are interested in which one descr i bes a goal 
of yoursmore c lose l y. A good way t o keep the directions in mind is to imagine you 
h~ard t wo pe rsons a t a meeting making the statements . For each p~rr of statements 
rat e on a s cal e f r om 1 to 99 how certain you are that Statement A is closer to one 
o f your goals than Statement B. 
1. Th e more certain you are that State~ent A descr±\ es a goal of yours more 
close ly than Statement B, the closer your rating wi ll be to 99. 
2. The more certai n you are that Statement B descr ibes a ~oal of yours more 
clos e l y tha n Sta~ement A, the closer your rating will be to!· 
3. To the degree that you are uncertain as to which statement comes closer to 
desc ribing a goal of yours, your rating will tend toward SO. 
You may use any number from 11 111 to "99 11 • This does not mean t hat you have to 
use a l l ~he numbe rs f r om 1 to 99. Some people only use the numbers 1, 2S, SO, 7S 
and 99. Ot he rs u se 1, 10 , 20 , 30, 40 -- - up t o 99. The po int is, the distinctions 
should be as fine as you feel you can make. 
Remember, answering "99" means that you are certain Statement A describes a goal 
of yours more c lose ly than Statement B; answering 11 1" means that you are certain 
Statemen t B des c ribes a goal of yours more closely than Statement A and aswering 11 S0 11 
means you a r e uncertain which statement d"escribes a goal of yoursbetter. Numbers 
b:tween SO and 99 indicate degrees of certainty that Statement A describes a goal of 
your s more c lose ly. Numbers between SO and 1 i ndicate degrees of certainty that State-
ment B de s c ribes a goal of yours more c l osel y. 
Pl eas e be sure to respond to every pair of statements . Respond to one pair of 
statem: nt s a t a time and use the scale under each pair to indicate your answer. 
6 0. 
1. Statement A. My goal is increasing the area served by the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to be a business leader in the area 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me be tter 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain whic h 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
2 . Statement A. My goal is maximizing the income of the members 
Statement B. My goal is to serve our members by providing a policing type 
of competition to other agribusiness firms 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
3 . Statement A. My goal is to expand and update the facil ities of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is increasing the sales volume of the cooperative 
l 10 20 
Cerlain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
4. Statement A. My goal is to make a satisfactory net s avings each year 
Statement B. My goal is increasing the area served by the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain stat ement B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
s tatement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Cer tain statement 
A describes me 
bette r 
5 . Statement A. My goal is to serve our members by providing a policing type of 
competition to other agribusiness firms 
Sta tement B. My goal is maximum operational e fficiency of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain s tatement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
st atement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
bet ter 
6. Statement A. My goal is to make a satisfactory net savings each year 
Statement B. My goal i s to provide produc ts and services at lowest prices 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me be tter 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
7. Statement A. My goal is to make a sat-1.sfact:ory :-.et savings each year 
Statement B. My goal is maximum operational effic~e~cy of r.he cooperat ive 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
JO 40 
1 
50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
state~e"t 1escrib~s 
me betler 
80 
_J 
90 99 
Cer~ain statement 
A describes me 
netter 
8. Statement A. My goal is maxi~Ul!l net savings of the coo?erative 
Statement B. My goa l is increasing tte 3ales volUl!l~ of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 
C::lcertain 
statement 
me 'better 
I\ 
60 7Q 
which 
describ~s 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
bette:!' 
9 . Statement A. My goal is to serve our members by provi ding a policing t ype of 
competition to other agribusiness firms 
Statement B. My goal is to make a satisfactory net savingo each year 
--~ .......... ~~_,.~~-'-~~-'-~~.._~~"--~-""~~-A-~---'-___J 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 li 0 50 60 10 
Uncertain wh ~_ch 
star..::rnent descr:bes 
me bettE.T 
80 - 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
10. Statement A. My goal is to make a satisfactory net savings each year 
Statement B. My goal is increasing the sales volume of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me bet ter 
30 
I 
40 so 
Uncertain 
statement 
me better 
I I I 
60 70 80 90 99 
which Certain statement 
describes A describes me 
better 
11. Statement A. My goal is increasing the area served by the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is maximum operational efficiency of the cooperative 
1 IO 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
~ 30 '.40 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain scatement 
A describes me 
better 
12. Statement A. My goal is to make a satisfactory net savings each year 
Statement B. My goal is to expand and update the facilities of the cooperative 
' 1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
be tter 
13. Statement A. My goal is to expand and update the facilities of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to maintain the present policies and practices and 
avoid risks in the operation of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain stat ement 
A describes me 
oetter 
14. Statement A. My goal is to be a business leader in the area 
Statement B. My goal is to build a good public image for the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
~ertafn statement 
A describes me 
better 
15. Statement A. My goal is to expand and update the facilities of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to serve our members by providing a policing type of 
competition to other agribusiness firms 
1 10 20 
Certain statement 1' 
describes me better 
30 40 50 ... . 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
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16. Statement A. ~y goal is to expand and update the faci~ities of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is maximizing the incoma cf the members 
1 10 20 
Certain statementB 
describes m~ better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
beet er 
17 . Statem~nt A. My goal is to make a satisfactory net savings e ach year 
Statement B. My goal is to be a business leader in the area 
10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
18. Statement A. My goal is maximum operational efficiency of t~e cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is maximum net savings of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certa in statement B 
describes me bet t er 
JO 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
state~ent describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
c~rtain statement 
A describes me 
better 
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19. Stacement A. My goal is increasing the area served ~y tne cooperative 
Statemant B. My goal is to expand and update the facilities of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me bet ter 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A de3cribes me 
better 
20. Statement A. My goal is to build a good public image for the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to provide products and services at lowest prices 
l 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
bett:er 
21 . Statement A. My goal is maximum net savings of the cocp~racive 
Statement B. My goal is to serve our members by providing a policing t ype of 
competition to other agribusiness firms 
1 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describea 
me better 
80 90 99 
Cercain statement 
A describes me 
better 
22 . Statement A. My goal is to expand and update the facilities vf the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to bui ld a good public image for the cooperative 
I I I I I 
1 10 20 30 40 
Certain statement B 
describes ~e better 
I 3 
so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement descr ibes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certair. etatement 
A desc:r ibes me 
better 
23. Statement A. My goal is max imum operational efficiency of the r.coperative 
Statement B. My goal ~s to be a business leader in the area 
1 10 20 
Cen:ain stc.tenent B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncer tain which 
statement describes 
me bet t er 
J 
80 90 99 
Cer~ain state~ent 
A de3cribes me 
1:>-=t~er 
24 . Statement A. My goal is maximum net savings of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to make a satisfactory net sa?ings each year 
'--~-L-~--''--~...._~__.~~-'-~-'-~~.._~_._~~..____J 
1 10 20 
Certain statem~nt B 
describes m~ bette~ 
30 40 so 60 l O 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Ce~tain statement 
A de:-;cribes me 
b:tter 
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25 . Statement A. My goai is maximum operational efficiency of the cc.opera tive 
Statement E. My goal is to build a good public image for the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
26. Statement A. My goal is maximum operational efficiency of t he cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is incr e asing the sales vo lume of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 
Uncertain 
statement 
me better 
60 70 
which 
describes 
I 
80 90 99 
C~Ttain sta tement 
A describes me 
oett':\~ 
27. Statement A. My goal is maximi zing the i ncome of the members 
Statement B. My goal is to provide products and services at iowest prices 
l' 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me b~tter 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncerta in which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
b.. descr'!..bes me 
better 
10 69 
28 . Statement A . My goal 1.s to make a satisfactory ne t savings ?a d' -;ear 
Statement B. My goal is to build a good public image f or the cooperative 
1 20 
Cer t ain s tatement B 
describes me be tter 
I 
30 
I I 
40 50 
Uncerta in 
statement 
me better 
I I I _.I. I 
60 70 80 90 99 
which Certain s tatement 
describes A describes me 
be tter 
29. Statement A. My goal is increasing the sales volume of the coopera tive 
Statement B. My goal is to maintain the present polic i es and ~rac tices and 
avoid risks in the operation of the cooper ative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
descr i bes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement des cribes 
me better 
80 
l 
90 99 
Certain statement 
A descr:..bes me 
bet tar 
30. Statement A. My goa l i s increasing the sales volume of t he co~perat ive 
Sta tement B. My goa l is to provide products and ser vices a t l owes t prices 
10 20 
Certa i n sta tement B 
describes me better 
I 
30 
I I 
40 50 
Uncertain 
statement 
me better 
I J 
60 70 80 90 99 
which Certain s tatement 
describes A descr i bes me 
be t ter 
31. 
ll 70 
Stat t:::nent A My goal is to maintain the present pol icies and practices and 
avoid risks in the operation of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goa:i is maximum net savings of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me be t ter 
80 90 99 
Certain ~tatement 
A describes me 
better 
32. Statenent A. My goal is t o be a business l eader in t he area 
Statement B. My goa l is to provide products and services at lo~est prices 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncer tain wh ich 
statement describes 
me better 
80 
J 
90 99 
c~rtain statement 
A describes me 
bette~ 
33 . Statement A. My goal is to make a sat is factory nee savings eacl-i year 
Statement B. My goal is to maintain the present policies and practices and 
avoid risks in the operation of the cooperativ~ 
Cercain statement B 
describes me better 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me bet t er 
Certain sta tement 
A d£::s~ribes me 
better 
12 71 
34 . Statement A. My goal is maximum operational eff iciency of the co0per a tive 
Statement B. My goal is to maintain the present policies and practices and 
avoid ~isks in the operation of the cooperat ive 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 ~ 70 80 90 99 
Certain statement B Uncertain which Certain statement 
describes me better statement describes A describes me 
me better better 
35 . Stateme~t A. My goa l is max imum net savings of the coop~rative 
Statement B. My goal is to be a business leader in the area 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncer tain which 
statement describes 
rne better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
biet te!' 
36 . Statement A. My goal is maximum operational efficiency of the ~ooperative 
Sta tement B. My goal is to expand and update the facilities c: the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
me bei:ter 
13 72 
37 . SracemP._nt._A. My goal is maximizing the income of the members 
s.tetement B. My goal is maxinrum net savings of the cooperative 
L 
1 10 20 
Certain state~ent B 
describes ~e better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 SC 99 
Certain statemen t 
A des.::ribes me 
better 
38. StatPment A. My goal is to build a good public image for the cooperative 
s.t,at~ment B. My goal is increasing the area served by the cocpe~ative 
JL..-~.....A...~~.11.--~~~--L--~...J.......~--'~~...3-..~.-..J.~~...a....~-1 
1 10 20 
ce~tain statement B 
des~ribes me better 
40 50 : 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certa~n statement 
A describes me 
oetti:::-: 
39. Starement A. My goal is to be a bus ines s leader in the area 
Statement B. My goal is increas i ng the sales volume oi the coopera tive 
l.~~-A..~~__.i....~~-L~~-L-~~.i-.~~-'-~~1-.~~.L-·~---JL-~--" 
1 10 20 
Certain sta t ement B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Cer~~in statement 
A describes me 
better 
40 . Statement_A.. My goal is increasing the area served by the cooperative 
f;tate•nent B. My goal is to provide products and s e;:vices a:: l7west prices 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
desctibes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certair. statement 
A descr :..bes me 
better 
41. Statement A. My goa l is maximizing the income of the members 
Sta~c~~n~ B. My goa l is t o make a sat isfactory net savings ea~h year 
l 10 20 
Cer~ain sta=ement B. 
describes me b~tte= 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncer tain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A. C'.esr.:r ibes me 
better 
42. Star:emrnt A. My goal is t o build a good public image fer the coope-i:at ive 
.S.t.at~ent.J2.. My goal i s to maintain the pr esent po licies and practices and 
avo id risks in t he operation of the cooperati,1e 
---~ ....... ~~~4~~__.4,._~~""-~~-"-~~~~~---~~-->~~~..L--~---1 
1 10 20 30 40 so 60 70 80 90 99 
Cer tai11 statement :o. 
de£c=ibes me better 
Uncertain which 
statement describe s 
me better 
Certa in statement 
A ciescr ibes me 
better: 
15 74 
43. Sta~eme~t A. My goa l is to provide pr oducts and se~vices at lowes t prices 
Stat~ment 3 . My goal is maximum net savings of the coope~at~vc 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes ~e better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain whic h 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A d~scr ibes me 
better 
44. Statemen t A. My goal is t o be a business leader in the area 
Statement B. My goal is to maintain the present policies and p~actices and 
avoid risks in the operat ion of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement: B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A C.esi: :cibes me 
bP-;:ter 
45. Statement A. My g~al is to expand and update the facilities of the coo perative 
Statement B. My goa l is maximum net savings of the co0pt:rative 
1 10 20 
Cer tain sta t ement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me be tter 
80 
L_ 1 
so 99 
Certain s ta temen t 
A des er it-es :ue 
better 
16 75 
46 . _Statem~r.':: A. Xy goal ;.s to serve our JTJembers by p:''.:,,:.d:.::g 9 pc,:'..:'..cing type of 
compt:tition to ot her agr i bcsini;;ss fi..r,.1s 
Sta t::r.er.':: !: . My gcaJ .l.'> tc be a busine&s lea.:ler ir:. ;,~,'": sr~::i 
J _J 
10 20 
Cerr:a~n sta~amer.t B 
deecrib~s me oetter 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain whic~1 
statement descri~es 
me better 
80 90 99 
0cr7-a~~ s~atement 
47 . Sta~emenc A. My goal is ~aximizing the income of t~~ ~~m~€~E 
Statement E . My goal i~ co be a business leader in ~h= ar~a 
l~~~-"--~~~i~~-"-~~-'-~~"'-~--',__~__..~~--~~~A~~-_j 
1 10 20 30 40 50 60 . 70 BC 90 99 
Certain statement B 
ci~scriocs me bet~er 
Unc ertain which 
sta tement ciescribee 
me better 
C:er::<ai.n s::ar:eme:nt . . 
t1. ..:s.scr:..c.~.3 rr.e 
:- ·:!t: ~e: 
48 . State~ent ~-· My goal is maximizing the income of th~ ~eT.t~~s 
Stat~:nen+.: H My goal 1s to bc.i ld a good public unage t 'J'!:' t:1e co : pr=~::".'ative 
--~--~~--~--~~~·~--~...__~-"-~~""--~-L~~...._____J 
1 10 20 
Certa in statement E 
d.1.~H~r ibe:s me b~t: cer 
30 40 so 60 10 so ~o ~9 
Uncer tain which 
s ta tement describes 
me better 
.::1::r ta l.:! s r:a tcrnen t 
A iie~ er ;_l: e.:; m<:: 
49. Stat:crae:-i.t A . My goa l ~s to maintain the present policieE anC: p:rac::ices and 
avcid risks in the operation of t he cooperative 
S1.:cte..ua!"t B. My goal is increasing the area served by the c ·::- rp.::rat.:..v~ 
' .... 10 20 
Ce:!'tain statement .B 
ctescribes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Ce~tein statement 
A descr i bes me: 
better 
50 . S ta t emen t A. My goal is increasing the sales volume o f the: coopera.ti-.re 
Statement B. My goal is to serve our members by providing a po lici~g type 
of competition to other agribusiness firms 
Certa :.n st:atement B 
desc=~bcs me bet ter 
Uncertain which 
statement descirbes 
me better 
Certain statement 
Adesc::i:'ioe3 me 
bett~:t 
51. Statement A. My goal i s to provide products and services a t icwest prices 
~tatement B. My goal is t o expand and update the facilit:'..es of t ~!e coope:rative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
<lesc!:'ibes ~e better 
I 
30 
I 
40 50 
Uncertain 
statement 
me better 
• 
60 70 
which 
describes 
80 90 99 
Certain state~ent 
"- :iescribRs me 
::.et'.:er 
18 77 
52. Statement A. My goal is increasing the sales volume of the cooperative 
53. 
Statement B. My goai is maximizing the i ncone of the membe~s 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me bet t er 
30 
l 
40 50 
Uncertain 
statement 
me better 
I 
60 70 
which 
describes 
80 
J 
90 99 
Certain sta te~ent 
A describe me. 
better 
Statemer?t A. My goal is to prov ide products and services at l owest prices 
S~atement B. My goal i s to maintain the present policies and p~actices and 
avoid risks in the operation of the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Ce~tain statement B 
des~ri~es me better 
I 
30 
I 
40 50 
Uncertain 
statement 
me better 
I 
60 70 80 90 99 
which Certain statement 
descr ibes A desc?: ibes me 
b~tr.er 
54. St3tement A. My goal is increasing t he area served by the coGper.<ative 
St:ate::nent B. My goal i.s t o serve our members by providing a po l icing type 
of compe tition t o o ther agribusiness firms 
l 10 20 
Cert:ain statement B 
aeacribes me better 
I 
30 40 so 
Uncertain 
statemen t 
me better 
I l 
60 70 
which 
descr ibes 
' 
80 90 99 
Ce:rtain sta t ement 
A describes !!le 
better 
lQ 78 
55. Statement A. My goa l is to serve our members by providing a policing type of 
compet ition to other agribusiness firms 
Sr.atemer.t B . My goal i s to provide produc ts and services at lowest prices 
L 
l 10 20 
Cer~ain statement E 
desc=ibes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certai~ stat ement 
A describes me 
bette::-
56 . Statement A. My goal is increasing the sales volume of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is increasing the area served by the coop~~ative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me betrer 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 
J 
90 99 
Certai~ statement 
A des er ibe ree 
better 
57. Statement A. My goal is maximum net sav ings of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to build a good public i mage for the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Cer.tain statement B 
ciescr i bes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
bet~er 
20 
79 
58. Statement A. My goal is to expand and update the f acilities of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is to be a bus iness leader in the area 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 so 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement "desctlbes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
59. Statement A. My goal is maximizing the income of the members 
Statement B. My goal is increasing the area served by the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Certain statement B 
deacribes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain whi ch 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
60 . Statement A. My goal is increasing the sa les volume of the cooperative 
Statement B. My goal is t o build a good public image for the cooperative 
1 10 20 
Ce~tain statement B 
describes me better 
30 40 50 60 70 
Uncertain which 
statement describes 
me better 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
6i. ~;:a te~-=.nt A. My goa l i s max imum operational efficiency of the cooperative 
Lit:ateme;:-1:: B. My goal is t o pr ovide p::::oducts and service at lowest prices 
l _ I ~ I I I a I ' I I 1 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 99 
Ceri:ain statement B Uncertain which Certain statement 
j.escri.bes me b1:!t!:er statemen t describes A describes me 
me better better 
62 . ~ta temsn~ A. My goa l is maximi zing t he income of the members 
Statement B. My goal is t o ma intain the pr es en t po licies and practices and 
av.:-i<l risks i n t he opera t i on of tre cooperat i v e 
1 10 20 
C e:r t:a in s ta t emen t p. 
~e~c~ktes T.e oa:ter 
30 40 50 60 70 
"!"Jncertain which 
statement descr i bes 
me better 
80 
> I 
90 99 
Certain statement 
A des cribes me 
better 
63 . .§t~ten:~r.= A. My goa l i a maximum opera t i onal efficiency of the c ooperative 
S:::atem<.::~i.t E. My goa l is maximizing :::h= income of the member s 
1 10 20 
Ger tain s!:a te::nent :B 
<le:scribes me bet~er 
30 l~O 50 60 70 
ur.cert:ain which 
sta tement describes 
me better 
80 9Q 99 
Cer tain statement 
A describes me 
better 
22 
8 1 
6.:i. Stat:e:ment A. My goal is tc serve ot.:.r members by providing a policing t ype of 
competition ~o 0ther agribusiness firms 
Stace~6nt B. My goal is to mai~tain th~ p~esent policies and practices and 
avoid risks in tl-ie. ope:-:atior: of !:he ccoperat i ve 
10 20 
CeTtain statement B 
dascribes ~e better 
30 40 50 
Uncertai:-:1 
sta t ement: 
me bett~t.· 
60 70 
which 
ces:::::: ibes 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A describes me 
better 
65. State:ne:nt A. My goal is maximum P.et savings of the cooperative 
Statement: B. My goa l is increac-h1g the area served by the cooperative 
Ce7.taih s~atcment E 
ce~cr ibes me better 
30 
I 
40 50 
l.:ncertain 
statement 
Tl'r:: bette!' 
60 '"'0 
which 
desl!ribes 
80 
Qertain statement 
K describes me 
better 
66. Statemen!: A. My goal is to build a good pcblic i~age for t he c ooperative 
Statt:!men:: B . My goa l ls to serve ouc:- memoe!'s by providing a po licing t ype of 
competiti~n to other agribus~ness firms 
-'~~«---~--~--~L~~_..__ _ _j_ __ _,,.~~--~--~~--~~ 
1 lC 20 JO 40 50 60 70 
Ce~tain stateme~t B 
describes me hctter 
Uncertain wh::..c h 
statement cieacribes 
me batter 
80 90 99 
Certain statement 
A. describes me 
better 
82 
APPEi\'DIX B 
Expl~nation a nd Derivat ion of Economic Variables 
Yl . Average return 011 fixed invcs tment 
This is the ratio on net operating savings (1964 + 1965) + twice 
the change in accumulated amortization divided by fixed assets (1964 + 
1965) + total accumulated amortizat i on , and is a measure of oper ational 
efficiency when some of the inputs are fixed. Typically this is the 
field of operation of the manager alone . 
Y2 • Average return on totdl investmen t 
This is the ratio of net opera ting savings (1964 + 196 5) + twice 
the change in accumulated amortization divided by total assets (1964 + 
1965) + total accumulated amo r tization , and is a measure of the overall 
efficiency of the cooperative when all inputs are variable . Herc the board 
of directors takes a hand in the decision-making process . 
¥3 . Average cost per dollar sale 
This is t he ratio of total expenses (1964 + 1965) + twice the 
change in accumulated amortization divided by total sales (1964 + 1965) . 
This is a third measur e of over all economic effic iency. 
Y4 • Average gross total sales 
This is merely the ave r age total sales of the cooper ative for the 
year 1964 and 1965 , before deduction of cash discounts . 
Y
5
• Average net operating savings 
Y
5 
= BB + CC - DD, 
where 
83 
BB = gross total sales - cost of merchandise - cash discounts . 
CC = income f rom government grain + grinding and mixing and other 
services + patronage refund received . 
DD = Total expenses . 
Y6 • Change in total assets 
This is total assets 1965 - total assets 1964, and is a measu re of 
the growth of the cooperative . 
